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Campus recreation facilities on university campuses across the nation offer students a 
plethora of opportunities to participate in informal recreation, group fitness classes, 
intramural games, and club sports. Previous research indicates that campus recreation 
programming helps students feel welcome (Henchy, 2011) and provides them with a 
sense of belonging and identity (Lindsey, 2012). Further research shows positive 
relationships between the number of unique student visits to campus recreation facilities 
and positive academic outcomes. According to Huesman, Brown, Lee, Kellogg, & 
Radcliffe, (2009), first year students who use campus recreation facilities more than 25 
times significantly increased their chances of retention at the university and graduating in 
five years.  Regardless of this correlation, many students continually choose not to 
maximize or participate in campus recreation due to constraints (Stankowski, Trauntvein 
& Hall, 2017). This is particularly true of graduate students. Henchy’s (2013) study found 
that undergraduate students were more than twice as likely to use campus recreation 
facilities as graduate students. To better understand this phenomenon, more research is 
needed to understand what prevents graduate students from using campus recreation 
facilities. The purpose of this study is to explore graduate students’ perspectives on 
constraints they encounter to using CRFs. The study will use Hierarchal Leisure 
Constraints Theory to identify common barriers that limited or prevented use of campus 
recreation facilities. Understanding these constraints will be useful for Campus 
Recreation Professionals to understand optimal ways to increase participation of graduate 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 According to Cho and Price (2016), aside from educational opportunities and 
awarding degrees, another primary offering a university provides is a variety of leisure 
opportunities. Campus Recreation Facilities (CRFs) are one of the main auxiliaries that 
provide an opportunity for college students to experience leisure. Participating in leisure 
experiences at CRFs has been found to increase the overall quality of the college 
experience (Elkins, Beggs, & Choutka, 2007) as well as providing several specific 
benefits. For example, using a CRF has been shown to have positive relationships with 
students’ academic success, campus involvement (Elkins, Forrester & Noel-Elkins, 
2011), and student retention (Huesman et al., 2009).  While the benefits of using CRFs 
are well documented, many students choose to not use the services they provide. 
According to Beggs, Elkins and Powers (2005), many college students do not take 
advantage of CRF programs or are faced with barriers that limit their participation. 
Despite our understanding of leisure constraints among emerging adults, little research 
has addressed graduate students’ constraints which prevent them from maximizing their 
use of CRFs.  
 Since both graduate and undergraduate students receive the aforementioned 
benefits from participating in campus recreation, it is crucial to not overlook the graduate 
student population (Henchy, 2013). Henchy’s (2013) study also concluded that graduate 
students were less likely than undergraduate students to have ever used a CRF and further 
research is needed to find ways to increase participation of graduate students in CRFs. 
Graduate student’s leisure experiences are not linear, so they are able to be modified 




campus recreation professionals have the opportunity to adjust CRF programming and 
services to increase participation from graduate students. Researching leisure constraints 
of graduate students can be valuable to campus recreation professionals especially when 
designing and evaluating programs (Cooper, Schuett, & Phillips, 2012). Continuing to 
research leisure constraints will provide a better conceptualization of the barriers 
experienced by users and may facilitate an increase in CRF use and diversify its users 
(Beggs et al., 2005; Beggs, Stitt & Elkins, 2004). Therefore, the purpose of this study is 
to explore graduate students’ experiences of constraints they encounter when using 
campus recreation facilities. 
Conceptual Framework 
 This study will use Hierarchical Leisure Constraints Theory (Godbey, Crawford, 
& Shen, 2010) as a conceptual framework. The Hierarchical Leisure Constraints Theory 
(HLCT) is a widely used model in research of leisure behavior, and will help identify the 
interpersonal, intrapersonal, and structural constraints encountered by graduate students 
(Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). The HLCT seeks to understand factors that prevent 
participation in leisure activities, the formation of personal preferences, enjoyment of 
leisure activity, and level of engagement. The application of HLCT will provide a lens to 
inform methods of data collection and analysis.  
Research Questions 
For the purpose of this study, the following questions will be addressed:  
1. Why do students engage in leisure activities at campus recreation facilities?  





3. What role does being a graduate student play in their leisure experiences? 
Significance of the Study. This study will contribute to academic literature by 
filling existing gaps and provide practical value to professionals in campus recreation. 
Little research has explored constraints to using CRFs using leisure constraints as a 
conceptual framework. Furthermore, almost no research has focused on constraints of 
graduate students. Campus recreation facilities and programs have been shown to have 
similar benefits to undergraduate and graduate students, yet the majority of the research 
focuses specifically on the undergraduate population (Henchy, 2013).  The lack of 
research and interest on this specific topic has pushed campus recreation professionals to 
primarily offer facility updates and programming that targets undergraduate students and 
overlooks graduate students. This study will also provide practical information for 
campus recreation professionals. According to Spivey and Hritz (2007), campus 
recreation professionals have a duty to understand participation patterns among its users. 
Gleaning information on graduate students’ participation patterns can help with more 
appropriate programming for that population. Understanding constraints is imperative to 
improving participant’s experiences at CRFs since campus recreation professionals can 




CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview of Campus Recreation 
Campus recreation programs are an integral part of campus life and the local 
community (Hall, 2006). According to the National Intramural and Recreational Sport 
Association (NIRSA), the governing body of collegiate recreation, campus recreation 
offers services, programs, equipment, and facilities that provide leisure opportunities for 
the local campus community (NIRSA, n.d.). The services and programs offered by CRFs 
are intended to motivate and engage students to follow a healthy lifestyle (Lindsey & 
Sessoms, 2006). American colleges and universities have been making significant 
financial investments in CRFs since the late 1970s, and billions of dollars in investments 
are expected to continue with construction and renovation of CRFs across the United 
States. (Cohen, 1996; NIRSA, 2008). The building of CRFs on college campuses has 
become a priority since it promotes the importance of health and activity in college 
student’s lives (Reisberg, 2001; Sloten, Van Acker, & Gallo, 2001). Utilizing services 
and programs at CRFs has various benefits for the students including personal and 
academic benefits (Hall, 2006). Despite the benefits recorded by researchers, many 
students continually choose not to use CRFs (Beggs, Elkins, & Powers, 2005). 
Benefits of Participation in Campus Recreation 
 From campus recreation’s inception, researchers have looked into the benefits of 
using CRFs and the effect it has on students. The most common benefits reported in 
research include student retention at the university and overall satisfaction of the college 




Student retention. The usage of campus recreation facilities (CRFs) has been 
linked to increased student retention at universities. According to Banta, Bradley, & 
Bryant (1991) CRFs and their programs serve as a recruiting enhancement and make 
positive impacts to institution’s retention efforts. CRFs are among the locations on 
campus where a large number of students can be found, and they are consequently a 
prime location for socializing with friends and meeting new people (Huesman et al., 
2009). Providing an environment on campus where enrolled students can meet ultimately 
supports the student’s decision to continue enrolling. According to Lindsey & Sessoms 
(2006), availability and participation in campus recreation among students at the junior 
and senior level was important in their decision to enroll or to continue their education. 
The environment CRFs provide supports the building of groups and investment in 
activity which in turn allows students to become more committed to the university and 
their studies (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek 2006). Hall (2006) supports this 
notion by suggesting that usage of CRFs can be a better predictor of student retention 
than other academic measures. Similarly, Huesman et al. (2009) reported, “Student use of 
CRFs, the focal point of this study, was found to have a significant influence on both 
predicted probability of first-year retention and predicted probability of 5-year 
graduation” (p. 59). The connection between student’s usage of CRFs and student 
retention shows how vital their role is for university campuses to fulfill their academic 
mission.  
Satisfaction. In addition to benefiting the university, campus recreation facilities 
have benefits for individual students. Regular participation at CRFs contributes to overall 




are focal points for their university and the use of it can show improved general well-
being and student satisfaction (Stankowski et al., 2017). According to Huesman et al. 
(2009) over the last 35 years, several studies have reported positive relationships among 
campus facilities (which include CRFs), college choice, student satisfaction, and 
identification with the institution. CRFs programs and services support the overall 
wellbeing of students. Watson, Ayers, Zizzi, & Naoi (2006) affirm that use of CRFs can 
improve one’s wellbeing and accomplishment during their time as a student. Students 
who are users of CRFs report an overall satisfaction with the university experience 
(Banta et al., 1991). The use of CRFs also supports the efforts of student who are focused 
on health and wellness goals.  Research has shown that recreation can relieve stress, 
enhance creativity, and balance the body and mind (Huesman et al., 2009; Fontaine, 
2000; Landers, 1997). The benefits of campus recreation impact its users throughout 
college and after graduation. According to Elkins and colleagues (2011), participation in 
out-of-class activities can have a positive impact during and after the college experience. 
The use of CRFs provides a lasting impact to its users. Despite the benefits of CRFs, 
current research into campus recreation, graduate students, and leisure constraints is 
limited.  
Hierarchal Leisure Constraints Theory 
 Many students do not take advantage of CRFs and their opportunities due to 
barriers that inhibit their participation (Beggs et al., 2005). The barriers and limitations to 
leisure encountered by participants are commonly referred to as constraints. Leisure 
constraints are conditions that limit or prohibit individual’s experiences of leisure 




(Jackson & Scott, 1999). These perceived constraints affect various aspects of 
participation like specialization, commitment, and loyalty (Alexandris, Du, Funk, & 
Thodorakis, 2017). This phenomenon can be seen throughout various college campuses 
and the student’s use of CRFs. One of the most commonly used theories to understand 
leisure constraints is the Hierarchal Leisure Constraints Theory (HLCT). HLCT is a lens 
that academic professionals can use to approach research when they are studying leisure 
constraints. Using HLCT organizes categories of leisure constraints in a hierarchal 
fashion (Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). Three categories are used in HLCT which 
include intrapersonal, interpersonal and structural constraints. According to Godbey, 
Crawford, and Shen (2010), intrapersonal constraints are the most proximal and structural 
are the most distal constraints. These three constraints ultimately limit or prohibit college 
student’s participation in programming or activities at CRFs. To create a better leisure 
experiences Godbey, Crawford, and Shen (2010) state that all three types of constraints 
need to be negotiated successfully to experience a leisure behavior.  
  Intrapersonal leisure constraints. According to Cho and Price (2016), 
intrapersonal leisure constraints are considered the most powerful of the three constraints 
in the HLCT. Intrapersonal constraints consist of psychological states or attributes that 
interact with personal preferences; these preferences may be comprised of stress, 
depression, anxiety, lack of interest, or perceived self-skill (Flood & Parker, 2014). This 
constraint type is typically the first an individual faces during the decision-making 
process and it influences the likelihood of participation (Alexandris et al., 2017).  With 
the level of influence intrapersonal constraints have on an individual, it is important to 




important to understand that intrapersonal factors can change preferences quickly. 
Despite intrapersonal constraints being the strongest constraint in the HCLT, there are 
other underlying factors that might affect an individual’s experience using CRFs.  
 Interpersonal constraints. Interpersonal leisure constraints are encountered 
because of relationships with other people (Flood & Parker, 2014). Interpersonal 
constraints rank as one of the most commonly negotiated constraints for college students 
(Elkins, Beggs, Choutka, 2007). Parents, siblings, spouses, and friends can pose a barrier 
to participation at CRFs if, for example, they do not support participation or if the 
individual does not have someone with whom to participate. Spivey & Hritz (2007) 
concluded in their study regardless of being a high or low user of CRFs, “lack of a 
support network” was a significant interpersonal constraint. A lack of support network 
was also identified in Stankowski and colleagues’ (2017) study as a top constraint for 
female users of CRFs. According to Alexandris and colleagues (2017), interpersonal 
relationships influence both preference and experience of leisure participation. Leisure 
choices made at CRFs may not be made only based on personal preference, but in 
accommodation of close relationships. Besides preference of leisure behavior, Godbey 
and Crawford (1987) state that leisure behaviors are dependent on life changes such as 
marital status and family size. Relationships with others will ultimately enhance or act as 
a barrier to participation at a CRF.  
 Structural constraints. The final leisure constraint in the HLCT is structural 
constraints. Structural constraints are thought of as the weakest type of constraint in the 
HLCT model. According to Mannel and Kleiber, (1997), structural leisure constraints are 




and interpersonal constraints, structural constraints are not as easy to alter. Some of the 
most common structural constraints include work, financial resources, climate, and time 
(Flood & Parker, 2014). While structural constraints are considered weak, they are 
ultimately a deciding factor that will pose a barrier for college students and their 
participation at a CRF.  
Constraints Encountered During Campus Recreation Facility Use 
 Intrapersonal constraints to recreation facility use. Intrapersonal constraints 
consist of psychological states or attributes that interact with preferences (Flood & 
Parker, 2014). In regard to CRF use, intrapersonal constraints are factors that alter or 
prohibit participation of users. Cho and Price (2006) found that demographics such as age 
were significant in level of intrapersonal constraint. Individuals who were a part of the 
older age group among students experienced higher levels of interpersonal constraints 
due to not having people their age to participate with or family obligations which 
prevented them from participating. Spivey & Hritz (2007) also found that older students 
who were considered on the non-traditional track for their university had lower 
participation in physically active leisure. The most common constraint discussed, 
however, was level of knowledge. Hoang, Cardinal, and Newhart (2016) echoed that 
intrapersonal constraints impacted CRF participants in that they did not want to “look 
dumb” due to lack of knowledge of how to use equipment. According to Beggs et al. 
(2004), college students seek competency and mastery in order to be a CRF regular user. 
It was also discussed by Beggs’ et al. (2004) that most non-users sought leisure activities 
that improved intellect and was restorative in nature. Understanding the personal 




 When gender is factored into intrapersonal constraints, it reveals the different 
internal motivations of leisure. In a study by Stankowski and colleagues (2017), CRF 
programs fostered environments that created gender dominated activities which in turn 
caused users feelings of intimidation and being uncomfortable. Programming at CRFs 
which affirm gendered activities will have a negative effect on participation.  According 
to Cooper’s et al. (2012) study on intrinsic motivation and campus recreation 
participation, body image and level of enjoyment were key factors to altering CRF use 
for women. Female participants in Beggs’ et al. (2005) study preferred programming that 
was non-competitive and did not create conflict. Males tended to rely on intrapersonal 
strategies to participate in CRF activities while females were more focused on the social 
aspects and intellectual rewards to CRF participation.  
Interpersonal constraints to recreation facility use. A relevant constraint to 
CRF participation is interpersonal relationships. According to Flood and Parker (2014) 
interpersonal constraints are due to relationships with other people.  These relationships 
may alter aspects of the experience or prevent overall participation in CRFs. Elkins and 
colleagues (2007) state that social components influence the overall participation and 
satisfaction of the user.  Various studies have identified both the positive and negative 
effects that interpersonal relationships have on CRF use. 
When discussing constraints, most of the content is focused on the negative 
aspects of interpersonal relationships and CRF use. Cho & Price (2016) found that CRFs 
serve as a medium for student interaction that may enhance friendships, but the 
prominent factor of limited participation was not having somebody accompany them to 




choose inactivity over going to the CRF alone. According to Spivey and Hirtz’s (2007) 
longitudinal study on recreational sport participation, lower social support from friends 
limited CRF use among the participants. It was also suggested that time away from 
significant others and family hindered the participant’s use of the CRFs (Spivey & Hirtz, 
2007). College students with children also noted a lower level of CRF participation. The 
commitment to their family was more important than regular participation (Hurd, 2006). 
The decision-making process of utilizing a CRF is ultimately impacted by those in the 
user’s social circle.   
 Structural constraints in recreation facility use. Mannel and Kiebler (1997) 
define structural constraints as factors that result from external conditions or the 
environment. It has been suggested that structural constraints are the most powerful 
constraints encountered by college students (Cho & Price, 2016). When using a CRF, one 
of the most common structural constraints listed was time. Lack of time and other 
commitments was one of the top constraints encountered by users and non-users of CRFs. 
(Flood & Parker, 2014; Young et al., 2003). Along with time, distance to CRF, 
availability of activity, and crowding were contributing factors that inhibited the student’s 
participation at CRFs (Flood & Parker, 2014). Use of resources and equipment posed as a 
limitation for users of CRFs. Spivey and Hirtz (2007) found that students were concerned 
that their CRF did not have an adequate amount of fitness equipment for the number of 
students that used the facility. Besides amount of equipment, Beggs et al. (2005) study 
found that students were troubled about the accessibility of the fitness equipment in the 
CRF. The size and space of the CRF was also a common concern seen by various 




overcrowding was contributing to college students limiting their use of the CRF on 
campus. In their study it was also noted that students were displeased with the inequitable 
use of certain spaces by student or external organizations. The price of programs and 
services also affects college students’ use of CRFs. Students will often choose a cheaper 
option rather than pay for a program or service. In a study by Hoang and colleagues 
(2016), college student’s financial statuses prevented them from purchasing programs 
and services at the CRF on campus. 
Constraint Negotiation 
 The HLCT acknowledges that the existence of constraints does not always lead to 
non-participation as individuals may use cognitive or behavioral strategies to negotiate 
constraints they face (Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). In a campus recreation context, 
constraints are experienced by college students in various shapes and forms, but many of 
the individuals will negotiate constraints to have enjoyable leisure participation anyway. 
According to Elkins et al. (2007) college students use various methods in order to 
participate in leisure activities. These negotiation strategies are considered one of the 
strongest predictors of leisure satisfaction among college students (Flood & Parker, 
2017). Some negotiation participation strategies used by college students include time 
management, interpersonal relations, and skill acquisition (Elkins et al., 2007).  Although 
constraints impede leisure participation, they do not necessarily prevent college students 
from participating.  
Summary 
 Despite our understanding of leisure constraints among emerging adults, little 




their use of campus recreation facilities. According to Stankowski et al. (2017), “Despite 
decades of research on leisure constraints on other populations, relatively little research 
has specifically examined constraints college students face using student recreation 
centers” (p. 57). Graduate students who are not using the CRF on campus are missing out 
on its benefits. Since both undergraduate and graduate students perceive benefits to using 
campus recreation services, it’s imperative for universities to reach out to graduate 
students (Henchy, 2013). By utilizing HLCT we can explore how intrapersonal, 
interpersonal, and structural constraints are contributing factors to why graduate students 
are not maximizing the use of campus recreation facilities. Further research into graduate 
students and their constraints will help collegiate recreation professionals improve their 





CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
 The purpose of this study was to explore graduate students’ experiences of 
constraints they encounter when using campus recreation facilities. The objectives of this 
study were to: 1) Understand why graduate students engage in leisure at campus 
recreation facilities; 2) Identify constraints that graduate students may experience when 
using campus recreation facilities, and 3) Explore the role of being a graduate student in 
their leisure experiences. Identifying and discussing the constraints of graduate students’ 
participation at CRFs will help campus recreation professionals optimize programming 
needs and increase the participation of graduate students.  
Qualitative Research 
 In order to understand the constraints graduate students encounter, a qualitative 
approach was used to conduct the study. Qualitative research methods have become 
increasingly popular in research that seeks to understand the complexities of a 
phenomenon or experience without being limited to pre-determined response options 
(Wyatt, 2013). A qualitative approach is commonly used when a researcher seeks to learn 
from the social world and focuses on seeing the perspective of the participant (Savin-
Baden & Major, 2013). The personal interaction in qualitative research methods allows 
for data collection which is rich in content (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). According to 
Holloway (1997), qualitative research is a form of inquiry that focuses on the way 
individuals interpret and make sense of their experiences with others, cultures, and 
institutions. Having the researcher interact with participants as the primary research 
instrument allowed for a holistic data gathering process. The interpretation of the 




and underlying themes from the data. Using qualitative research is appropriate in the field 
of leisure studies to better understand individuals’ leisure experiences from multiple 
perspectives (Dupuis, 1999).  
Case Study 
A case study methodology was utilized to conduct this research. Case study is a 
useful methodology when the research questions need to address a bounded problem or 
situation in great depth (Noor, 2008). When using a case study approach, generalization 
is not the goal – discovering uniqueness of each case is the main purpose (Hays, 2004). 
According to Yin (1984), case study is defined as an empirical inquiry that investigates a 
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context. This allows the researcher to focus 
on the “how” and “why” things happen and to decipher what was planned and what 
actually occurs in a specific phenomenon (Anderson, 1993). Researchers have suggested 
that case study has strong similarities to other research approaches. Hays (2004) asserted, 
however, that case studies are distinct from other methodologies due to case studies 
focusing on very specific details. Specifically, the research questions are addressed by 
producing in-depth descriptions and interpretations over a short period of time. 
Approaching the research with a narrowed focus allows the researcher to illuminate 
people, topics, issues or programs to gain a better understanding. When using a case 
study approach there are advantages and disadvantages to be cognizant of during the 
research process.  
There are advantages to utilizing a case study method. Merriam (1998) describes 
case studies as heuristic, meaning that the case study process illuminates the 




allow for flexibility throughout the research process (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). The 
research questions, topics, and direction are molded throughout the phase of the case 
study. During a case study, the researcher is permitted to go in depth on various topics 
discovered which allows for thick and rich description during the analysis phase (Savin-
Baden & Major, 2013). 
Sample 
The sample consisted of 9 full-time graduate students who identify as either users 
or non- users of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Campus Recreation 
Centers (See table 1). Six female graduate students and three male graduate students were 
interviewed; three of the nine participants identified as non-users of CRFs on campus. At 
the time of interviews, the participant’s age ranged from 20 to 35. All the participants 
identified as graduate students and had assistantship appointments on campus that 
assisted them with tuition and other benefits. Names and other identifying details have 
been changed in order to preserve the confidentiality of the interviewees. 
 Participants were recruited through various platforms. With a focus on campus 
recreation facilities, signage and flyers were prepared for the Activities and Recreation 
Center (ARC), Campus Recreation Center East (CRCE), and the Ice Area located at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. However, the signage was not posted due to 
a high volume of participants being recruited via word of mouth and snowball sampling. 
   When interviewing the participants, a baseline for CRF use was discussed. Each 
participant was asked about what facilities they used and how often they used them (per 
week, per month, etc.). The two most used CRFs included the Campus Recreation Center 




from daily use to a few days in a semester. Please see table 1 for detailed background 
information of all the participants.  
Table 1: Participant Demographics 
 
Pseudonym: User or 
Non-
User: 
Age: Employment Status: Area of Study 
Mike Non-User 24 Pre-Professional Graduate 
Assistant 
Recreation, Sport, and 
Tourism 
Lauren Non-User 27 Research Assistant Nutritional Sciences 
Sam User 27 Research Assistant Computer Science 
Sean Non-User 20 Bromley RA Accounting 
Ali User 22 Research Assistant Social Work 
Hannah User 35 Research Assistant Social Work 
Annie User 23 Research Assistant Animal Sciences 
Betty User 26 Research Assistant Social Work 




Activities and Recreation Center (ARC). After the remodel of an existing 
recreation building, the ARC opened its doors in 2008 and it is one of the largest on-
campus recreation facilities in the country. The ARC is located on the southwest side of 
campus and serves students, faculty, staff, and community members in the Champaign-
Urbana area. The facility is around 340,000 gross square feet and has various amenities to 
meet college students physical activity needs. The ARC offers open recreation and 
programmed opportunities to its members. The facility itself has twelve basketball courts, 




ARC also can anticipate over 1,000,000 visits per year by its members (Illinois Campus 
Recreation, 2018).  
Campus Recreation Center East (CRCE.) CRCE is the smaller of the university 
recreation centers that serves the Champaign-Urbana Community. It is located on the 
northeast side of campus and it is walking distance of the University Union and Quad. 
The facility is 110,000 gross square feet and includes an aquatic center, three court gyms 
two multipurpose rooms, and a MAC gym. CRCE offers open recreation and 
programmed opportunities on a smaller scale compared to the ARC. The upper level of 
CRCE offers a 1/8-mile indoor track and an expansive collection of free weights and 
machines. CRCE has about 375,000 visits per year, so this facility offers a quieter, less 
busy atmosphere compared to the ARC (Illinois Campus Recreation, 2018). 
Ice Arena. The Ice Arena is the only ice arena located in the Champaign-Urbana 
community. The 55,000 gross square foot facility offers public skate, drop-in hockey, and 
freestyle sessions throughout the week. This facility offers an opportunity for club sports, 
kinesiology, and intramurals to program and utilize the sheet of ice.   
Sampling Methods. Participants were recruited for the study via purposive and 
snowball sampling. Users and non-users of CRFs were recruited by purposive sampling, 
which is one of the more common methods of sampling when using non-grounded theory 
approaches (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). Purposive sampling is when the researcher 
purposefully selects participants or sites that will best help the researcher understand the 
problem (Creswell, 2017). Non-users of the CRFs were recruited via snowball sampling 
in which participants were asked to recruit friends or acquaintances who are non-users of 




allows participants to refer other prospective participants in which they share key 
characteristics (i.e., being graduate students). The participants were recruited and 
interviewed until analysis suggests that saturation has been reached (Creswell, 2017). 
According to Charmaz (2006), saturation occurs when the researcher cannot find any new 
themes or categories from freshly collected data. When it was concluded that the sample 
had reached saturation, recruitment of new participants ceased. 
Data Collection Procedures 
The interview questions and procedures were reviewed and approved by the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Institutional Review Board (see Appendix A: 
IRB Approval Letter). Semi Structured interviews were the primary source of data for 
this research project. When using qualitative methods, interviews are considered the 
central method of data collection (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). The goal of the 
interview process isn’t to find a specific answer, rather it is developing an understanding 
of people in a given situation (Tiereny & Dilley, 2002). Interviews allow for participants 
to create their own response and is not limited to fixed responses that are commonly 
found in quantitative research methods. Interviewing allows the researcher to investigate 
the perspective depicted by the participant (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). The 
interviewing process allows the researcher to go deeper into the data collection process. 
According to Savin-Baden and Major (2013) the guided conversation of an interview 
provides a platform to understand the participant’s experience as well as the meaning of 
what they said. 
The interviews were semi-structured in nature as it is one of the most common 




a pre-determined set of questions and allows for probing and follow up questions to be 
used (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). Probing and follow up questions help the researcher 
form a deeper understanding of a participant’s response or reaction to a question.  
There are strengths and weaknesses to utilizing semi-structured interviews. 
According to Savin-Baden and Major (2013), semi-structured interviews allow the 
researcher to prioritize ideas and concepts in an interview that is limited in time.  Along 
with the flexibility of the interview, semi-structured interviews can obtain a higher level 
of focus. The process of semi-structured interviews allows the researcher to keep the 
participant focused by adjusting or adding additional questions (Savin-Baden & Major, 
2013).  One of the most prominent weaknesses of using a semi-structured interview is the 
interviewer not allowing the participant to discuss their experience to its full length. 
Similar to other interview forms, researchers may unintentionally prevent the interviewee 
the opportunity to fully disclose their unique experience (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). 
In the case of interviewing graduate students on their experiences of constraints in CRFs, 
the benefits of a semi-structured interview outweighed the weaknesses.  
Interview Guide. An interview guide was developed based on the research 
questions of this study (see Appendix B: Individual Interview Protocol). The interview 
began with warm-up questions to build rapport with participants and to get them talking. 
The questions then progressed to focus on the three research questions that were 
established in the beginning of the research project. The questions focused on students’ 
engagement with CRFs, constraints encountered when using CRFs, and how being a 






The data was analyzed using thematic analysis and a multi-step coding process. 
Thematic analysis is a method of identifying, analyzing and reporting patterns in the data 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). Since the research is qualitative in nature, it required the 
researcher to break up the data into meaningful parts (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). The 
multi-step coding process allowed the researchers to immerse themselves in the data to 
identify connections and interconnections between concepts and themes (Savin-Baden & 
Major, 2013).  The first step in the thematic analysis process was to conduct open coding. 
Open coding allows the researcher to conceptualize the raw data line by line (Charmaz, 
2006). The open coding process allows for the researcher to conceptualize all related 
incidents in the interview (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). Then after the completion of 
open coding, axial coding was conducted. Savin-Baden and Major describe axial coding 
as data being put back together after open coding in hopes to make new connections 
between categories. The final stage of analysis concluded with selective coding. Selective 
coding refers to organizing and categorizing the codes that were identified in the previous 
coding steps (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). This intensive coding process allowed for an 
in-depth analysis of all interviews.    
Throughout the research process, various steps were taken to establish reliability 
and trustworthiness. The first strategy for trustworthiness included note-taking during all 
the interviews. Note-taking serves to document non-verbal communication (such as nods 
or hand gestures) and provides assurance to the participant that the researcher is actively 
listening to their experience. Second, the interview guide was designed to elicit thick 




the data analysis to be more realistic and rich with information. Third, after transcription 
and analysis of the interviews, member checking and peer debriefing occurred. Member 
checking involves the researcher checking with the participants for feedback and 
verification of the researcher’s interpretation of the interview. This strategy allows for the 
participants to have a voice in the findings and the opportunity to identify 
misinterpretations (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). Peer debriefing is the process of 
allowing peers to review the various phases and interpretation of research and data 
collection (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013; Creswell, 2017). Having fellow peers review the 
data and research is a common strategy for establishing trustworthiness. The last strategy 
for establishing trustworthiness was clarifying bias in the final write-up. Comments were 
included in the final write-up to show how the personal interpretation of the researcher is 
shaped by their background (Creswell, 2017). Using the various strategies of 
trustworthiness enhances the researcher’s ability to assess the accuracy of findings as 




CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 
 This study examined the constraints graduate students experienced when using 
CRFs at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Intrapersonal, interpersonal, and 
environmental constraints were the focus of the interview questions. The findings are 
divided into two sections. The first section covers motivation to use the CRFs on campus. 
This section was included to provide a better insight into why some participants are 
motivated to use the CRFs on campus. This narrative provides background information 
on why the participants choose to use the CRFs on campus. Therefore, the motivations 
discussed will provide context for findings related to constraints encountered while using 
CRFs. The second section will cover the constraints graduate students faced when using 
CRFs.  
Motivations to use CRFs 
 There are several factors that motivated graduate students to utilize CRFs on 
campus. The motivations included: Stress management and self-care, overall desire to be 
physically healthy, socializing and seeing friends, and achieving personal goals.  
 Stress management and self-care. During the interviews one of the most 
common topics of discussion was about the demands of graduate school and how it 
affected them personally. The long hours dedicated to assistantships and the rigorous 
coursework affected everyone in one way or another. For instance, when Lauren was 
asked about what aspects of graduate school affect her the most, she said, 
Yeah. I would say overall mental health. I’ve learned to prioritize that as I’ve 
gone through this program and avoiding burnout I think – my choices are based 
on -- not only yes, finishing is the goal. I know I’ll get there eventually but really 
prioritizing happiness and making sure that I’m okay. 
 




So, I think all — At least my understanding, my cohort are all PhD students has 
these things like undetected stress already. And we know it's there…we don't 
know how to deal with it. So, for me I think the stress is really a big factor in 
terms of affecting me in so many ways. 
 
Throughout the interviews it became evident that all participants had some form of stress 
from graduate school affecting them. Assistantship obligations, preparing to graduate, 
and coursework are just a few of the items that induced stress for the interviewees. To 
cope with the stress of graduate school, a few of the interviewees participated in physical 
activity.  
 Physical activity at the CRFs was a way for some of the interviewees to combat 
the stress of graduate school. For example, when Kate was asked about what she does for 
fun, she said, “…and I enjoy working out. Running is more of a stress reliever for me”. 
When Betty was asked about what prompted her to use the CRFs, she replied, “I was 
going to a counselor, and she said that exercise would help with improving my mood and 
mood stabilization. So, I gave it a shot.”  After a follow-up question for her to elaborate 
on the answer, Betty replied,  
Now that it's been several years I feel better when I exercise. I notice that I sleep 
better. I just feel better in general. If I do go to the gym — so it is not necessarily 
like, ‘Oh I know I have to go, because my counselor told me you six and a half 
years ago.’ Now I feel the benefits of it. So that's why I keep going. 
 
For a few of the interviewees, CRFs were used for more than stress management and self-
care. An overall desire to be physically healthy was also a motivation to use the CRFs. 
 Overall desire to be physically healthy. In addition to stress management and 
self-care an overall desire to be physically healthy was a motivation to use the CRFs on 




health as a graduate student. When asked about the differences in CRF use from 
undergraduate to graduate school, Annie said,  
And at that time, I guess my health wasn’t really a priority. There were just other 
things going on. So then fast-forward to maybe my senior year when I was trying 
to be more health conscious, and that’s when I started going to campus rec a little 
bit more…and that’s pretty much continued on through grad school and I’m a lot 
more active in campus rec during grad school because my health has become kind 
of a priority, and it’s good. 
 
While some of the interviewees are addressing their physical health in the present, there 
were some that discussed plans to get into physical activity after graduation. Sean, who 
identified as a non-user of CRFs discussed his personal health motivations and said, 
I do think that I want to like get more into fitness later. I feel like when I graduate 
I probably will get more into it…Because primarily of health reasons…there's a 
lot of risk factors on both sides of my family. 
 
Along with personal health reasons, age was also discussed as a motivation to use the 
CRFs and participate in physical activity. For example, when discussing motivations to 
use the CRFs on campus, Kate said, 
I feel more drive to continue my physical activity especially as I do get older. I’m 
like, I’m not a freshman anymore. I don’t have my high school body anymore. I 
need to work out for more than just my physical condition. 
 
Similar, Hannah commented on her age since she went back to graduate school later in 
her 30s. 
I think for me age matters, because I'm in my 30’s now. I'm not 20 or 18 or 
whatever. So, I can see my body change. When you don't work out, you can tell 
your metabolism decreases and your weight increases. So when I entered my 
30’s… you can see it really…so for me age really matters. I can totally see the 
benefit of exercise, and it really engages me to exercise in a routine schedule. 
 
With growing older, the benefits of exercise have slowly become a priority or motivation 
for the interviewees. Besides internal motivations, interpersonal motivations were 




 Socializing and Seeing Friends. Using the CRFs on campus allowed an 
opportunity for the interviewees to socialize and see friends. As mentioned before, the 
CRFs on campus offer individual and team intramural programs. Most of the 
interviewees commented on how they enjoyed participating on intramural teams. For 
example, when Mike, an exclusively intramurals-only user, asked what makes him want 
to go back to the CRFs, he replied, 
So, I’ve always been—I’ve always had a lot of strengths in relationship building 
sections. So, that’s one of the bigger ones for me to participate in the team 
intramurals. I’m able to do stuff with my employees and co-workers. Build teams, 
build bonds, have good times. 
 
In addition, Sean said, “I do intramural volleyball with BC [Business Council]. And I 
usually do the sand and the indoor ones. I'm not very good. But it's just a fun kind of 
relaxing thing”. Playing on intramural teams for the interviewees allowed for a positive 
experience when using CRFs and motivated them to return each semester.  
 Achieving personal goals. One of the final motivations reported by interviewees 
was achieving personal goals while using the CRFs. The goals were diverse in range, but 
they use the CRFs to meet them. Sam, a graduate student and avid runner, enjoyed using 
the CRFs to help achieve his running goals. In response to being asked what motivates 
him to use CRFs, he said, 
I mean I think the things I’ve chosen to do like running also require a great deal 
of that. And I really especially this semester, it sort of provides me with a goal 
that I can sort of work on in place of or in addition to grad school. It’s something 
that I can focus on when I’m not focusing on my research and something I can 






Some of the interviewees also talked about the personal goals they had for their 
intramural teams. There was incentive for winning games and it motivated some of the 
interviewees to keep playing. For example, Mike said,  
Especially in intramurals. I know that you can win the shirt at the end of the 
season and that’s kind of something big for me is because your competing toward 
something and you do want to win, and you do want to do well. 
 
One of the interviewees was unable to pursue her ballet goal at the CRFs on campus. 
While she didn’t use the CRF to obtain it, she exemplified how important goals were for 
motivating graduate students. Betty elaborated on her experience and said,  
I moved back to Nashville, and there's a big dance company there. So, I've always 
wanted to take ballet. So I said, ‘Why not? Let's do it. I have the time. I have the 
money.’ I loved it, and I tried to find a class here, but it just was not the same. The 
class in Nashville was just so hard, and I always wondered why did they push us 
so hard? We're not gonna be professional dancers. I don't need this, but then 
coming here to a studio where it's not by a company I was like, ‘Oh, I miss how 
hard they pushed me. This isn't nearly as difficult.’ And I liked the fact that was 
so hard. That's what made it fun. 
 
Motivations for the interviewees and CRF use on campus came in various shapes 
and forms. The motivations discussed did bring an overall sense of happiness and 
positivity when using the CRFs on campus. However, many of the interviewees discussed 
constraints they encountered when using the CRFs on campus.  
Constraints and CRF use 
 The graduate students who were interviewed for this study experienced various 
constraints that effected their experiences. The constraints were interpersonal, 
intrapersonal and environmental in nature.  Location and parking, crowding, lack of 
knowledge and intimidation, and graduate school and assistantship requirements were 




 Location and parking. At the conclusion of data analysis, the location of the 
CRFs and the parking available near them posed an environmental constraint for many of 
the participants. The housing arrangements of the graduate students was also a factor in 
which CRF they used.  For instance, Hannah said,  
Interviewer: What recreation centers do you use on campus?  
 
Hannah: I heard so many people when they talk about a reason why they attended 
school because of the ARC. And yeah, it comes with big gyms, and swimming 
pool, and just comes with all these different programs. So, I really like it, and the 
reason why I haven’t visited a lot because the transportation.  
 
Interviewer: How so?  
 
Respondent: You just need to find parking…it's just trouble for me too.   
   
Another interviewee said, 
Lauren: So that quickly was like, no, don’t come here at this time. It was trying to 
find that balance of when I could get here. So, I feel like that limited how often I 
came because I didn’t want to come after work hours, and then I didn’t want to 
come back at night because I’d have to drive here because I live off campus. 
 
While location was a significant factor, parking at the recreation center posed as a 
challenge for the interviewees. On the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
campus, almost all parking lots and spaces require a pass or paying a metered spot. This 
includes the parking lots and spaces near all the CRFs. This causes many issues for the 
students, faculty, staff, and community members who wish to drive to the CRFs. As 
Annie explained,  
Yeah. Sometimes the parking at ARC is an issue. I know if I try to around 5:00 
PM or 5:30 PM, sometimes it’s really hard to find a parking spot. And then I live 
closer to CRCE so it’s kind of like my house, my office and CRCE are all in this 
little area. So, it’s just more convenient. So, if I go to the ARC, I do have to drive. 
And then also if I go during the day, I know I’d have to pay for parking. So that’s 





Peak hours of operation also proved to be a factor that made parking challenging for the 
CRFs. During the late afternoon and early evening hours, the CRFs experience an 
increase in traffic in the buildings. During this time the parking lot is nearly full and open 
spots are hard to come by. For example, Kate said,  
Sometimes especially during the peak hours of the day, there’s not as many 
parking spaces. If I drive here, then I’ll try to find a spot anyways. I’m not going 
to just drive home, but that is something that takes away your time of just circling 
around and trying to find a spot. So, I think that’s another thing that kind of puts 
me at a little bit of a lag. 
 
Ali, also encountered the same issue. When asked why she does not use the ARC, she 
said, “So we went before classes started, and it's just such a long walk, bus ride away, 
plus paying for parking there if you go before five o'clock, which after three o'clock it's 
way too busy to even go”.  Despite location and parking being a constraint to the 
interviewees, they chose to negotiate the constraint and use the CRF. 
 Crowding. With the University having an enrollment of about 45,000 students, it 
is expected that some amenities on campus can often get crowed. One of the places that 
feels the crowding the most is the CRFs, and students have recognized it. Almost all the 
interviewees discussed how the CRFs felt too crowed at times when they were using 
them. Since the interviews were conducted at the beginning of the spring semester, many 
of the interviewees addressed how there were so many people committing to resolutions 
or preparing for spring break. For example, Sam discussed how he was waiting for them 
to break their resolutions. He said,  
I think barrier-wise, it’s also sometimes in terms of just times of day and times of 
the year, it’s a lot busier.   The start of spring semester is always busy because 
people have their resolutions. And I’m just waiting for them to break them, so I 





Annie eventually decided to continue her membership at an off-campus gym once she 
was a student again to avoid the crowding. She explained, “I would go to Planet Fitness a 
little bit once I was a student again just because I did notice that those facilities were less 
crowded.”  
The crowding also puts a burden on regular users who want to find space for their 
workouts at the CRF. When talking to Sam, he discussed how challenging it was to find 
space to do his workout. He explained,  
I think it’s sometimes a little awkward doing just finding a spot to do things in 
CRCE.   If I want to do some cardio stuff, I like doing burpees. I always feel like I 
have to go in the corner or somewhere because it’s either very occupied or – I 
don’t want to be in people’s way. There isn’t a lot of room to just lay down a mat 
or do some stuff. 
 
Along with space in the CRFs, some interviewees discussed how they found it 
challenging to use their favorite machines at times. For instance, Betty talked about how 
she was looking forward to her favorite machine being available again. She said, “Now 
that all the new year's resolutions, people have shown up at the start of the year. 
Sometimes I can't be on my favorite type of elliptical”.  While the crowding was 
encountered as constraint, many of the interviewees were able to negotiate it and continue 
use of the CRFs. 
 Lack of knowledge and intimidation. Many of the interviewees discussed at one 
point how they avoided specific areas in the CRF or the entire facility in general. The 
reasons were from not knowing how to use the machines and feeling intimidated. This 
was identified as an intrapersonal and interpersonal constraint for the users and non-users 
in the sample. For instance, when Annie, a regular CRF user, was asked if there were any 




Yeah. In the ARC, the basement weight room, I’ve never really tried to work out 
there. It is mostly…it seems like mostly guys who know what they’re doing, and I 
would kind of just feel uncomfortable there. Let’s see…also a lot of the bigger 
machinery like equipment stuff…like squat machines…I don’t really use that 
because it would be like I wouldn’t necessarily know how to use it. 
 
Since knowledge of machines and workouts was a constraint for the interviewees, they 
attempted to negotiate the constraint by finding somebody who knew how to use the 
machines or write workouts. Unfortunately, for some of the interviewees, they could not 
sustain the negotiation. For example, Sam explained how his workout partner graduated. 
He said, “We stopped going because she graduated and moved...without her – before that 
I was just using a little machine sometimes when it came to workouts because I’m kind of 
scared that I would do things the wrong way.”  
A few of the other interviewees alluded to not using the CRFs because they didn’t 
have anybody knowledgeable with them. This was even a factor that prevented 
interviewees from using the CRFs. Mike, a non-user of the CRFs, explained why this was 
the case saying, “In the past it was always a comfort thing for me to have somebody else 
to be showing me what to do, and like helping me plan my workouts because I just don’t 
know how to plan a workout for myself.” He also described how it makes him feel 
intimidated to use the weight room without anybody else. He went on to explain, 
When I step into the gym a lot of the time I’m probably the smallest person 
there…at least among the men. So it like just doesn’t help… It gives me that…I 
guess that sense of inferiority…about being in that area… and again that’s why I 
always want somebody with me. Just because I knew they were helping me, and 
nobody would bother me if I was with somebody who is like a big guy who is 
helping me workout…and nobody would bother me then.   
 
Sean, a non-user, also discussed how intimidating the CRFs environments were. When 




I think for me, and I feel like a lot of other people who typically don't work out, 
when you go to like any sort of gym, it is kind of intimidating because there's a lot 
of people there who always go to gym and then like you don't know what, how to 
use something or you don't really know, you kind of feel judged. 
 
The lack of knowledge and intimidation was addressed by almost all of the interviewees. 
The constraint it had on the individual in most cases was not enough to stop them from 
using the CRFs altogether. 
Graduate school and assistantship requirements.  There are multiple demands 
that come with being a graduate student including the rigorous coursework, assistantship 
obligations and preparation for graduation demands being asked of graduate students. 
With the increase in demands, many of the interviewees saw their time commitment to 
other activities dwindle or become less of a priority.  For instance, Betty discussed how 
her priorities changed as a graduate student. She explained,  
Okay, how can I go every single morning [to use CRFs] knowing that it's taking 
time away that I have to be here for my RA at certain times, being here for 
meetings at certain times in the mornings? So, it's still a priority, but I've had to 
adjust how much of a priority. And if it's one of those things. I'm really busy 
that’s going to be the first thing that I drop, because I don't have to go to the gym. 
 
In a similar case, Mike felt that his priorities changed as well. He said, “My professional 
development has taken off since being a graduate student… It’s definitely a priority over 
recreation or leisure”. In many of the interviews, the participants talked about how CRF 
use was close to one of the first items to be moved down or removed from their personal 
priority list. 
 In the case of this sample, all of the graduate students had assistantship 
obligations. Contracts for assistantships typically require students to work on average 20 




student feel that they need to put in more work hours. When asked about how research 
impacts his day-to-day activities, Sam revealed:  
Interviewer: Yeah. Talking about your research, how does that impact your day-
to-day activities? How much time are you spending on your research, on average? 
 
Sam: I probably spend at least 50 hours a week on research. I think that makes up 
the majority of my time. I guess research interpreted loosely because I also do a 
lot of writing. 
 
Hannah also had the similar feelings regarding graduate school time commitment. She 
explained,  
You need to work at least 20 hours per week for your school stipends as well as 
your job trajectory. Because the moment you pick PhD you know you make a 
commitment to academia. So, you really need to figure out your shit. 
 
To summarize, one constraint experienced by interviewees was clearly related to 
the graduate student experience. The constraint was the demand of graduate school and 
their assistantship obligations. Graduate school requirements and assistantships was 
identified as a top priority and it in turn controlled their other life choices. It resulted in 
many cases to constrain their CRF use. Although other constraints were identified in the 




CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
 The objectives of this study were to: 1) Understand why graduate students engage 
in leisure at campus recreation facilities; 2) Identify constraints that graduate students 
may experience when using campus recreation facilities, and 3) Explore the role of being 
a graduate student in their leisure experiences. Furthermore, the study paid attention to 
how the role of being a graduate student affected their everyday life and leisure choices. 
The discussion of this study will be framed around the Hierarchal Leisure Constraints 
Theory’s components of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints. 
The Findings within the context of the HLCT 
 Leisure constraints are conditions faced by individuals that limit or prohibit 
experiences of leisure activity (Jackson & Scott, 1999). Graduate students faced these 
types of leisure constraints when using CRFs on campus. In this study’s discussion, the 
constraints will be categorized as intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints.   
 Intrapersonal leisure constraints. Intrapersonal constraints consist of 
psychological states that attribute and interact with personal preferences; this type of 
constraint is typically the first encountered by an individual and influences the likelihood 
of participation (Flood & Parker, 2014; Alexandris et al., 2017). In this study the 
interviewees experienced intrapersonal constraints that support, add, and contradict 
previous literature.  
 There were many findings in this study that supported literature on intrapersonal 
leisure constraints and CRF use. First, knowledge was identified as a constraint for the 
graduate students and their CRF participation. College students seek competency and 




echoed this concern about their own CRF use. For example, some of the graduate 
students who were interviewed avoided specific sections of the CRF because they didn’t 
know how to use the exercise machines or equipment in that area. This supports Hoang, 
Cardinal and Newhart’s (2016) assertion that many CRF participants do not want to 
“look dumb” due to their lack of knowledge. The interviewees negotiated this leisure 
constraint by going with a partner to the gym who knew how to use the equipment. 
Another intrapersonal constraint negotiated in this study that supported previous literature 
was how participants used CRFs for its restorative nature. According to Beggs’ et al. 
(2004) participants sought out CRFs to participate in leisure activities that were 
restorative. Almost all the participants discussed how using the CRF helped them 
intrapersonally, so they negotiated personal terms to use the CRFs. For example, self-
care, wellness, stress-reliever, stress-reducer, and mood stabilizer were words to describe 
their use of the CRFs. Many of them believed it was an outlet that supported a well-
balanced life during graduate school.  
Lastly, the interviewees supported literature that stated intimidation as an 
intrapersonal constraint to CRF use. In a study by Stankowski and colleagues (2017), 
certain activities and programs fostered environments that caused feelings of intimidation 
and being uncomfortable. Many of the graduate students in this study voiced that they felt 
intimidated by specific areas of the gym or by the individuals who are perceived as 
regular gym users. Both male and female graduate students discussed how they did not 
go to the basement of a specific CRF because of the “macho men” or the daunting weight 




interviewees’ desired leisure activities. This study concluded that intrapersonal leisure 
constraints affect all CRF users, regardless of their academic status.  
 The findings of this study can contribute to the existing literature on leisure 
constraints and CRF use. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that graduate 
students experience similar leisure constraints compared to undergraduate students. There 
has been decades of research on leisure constraints on other populations; however, 
relatively little research has specifically examined constraints college students face using 
student recreation centers (Stankowski et al., 2017). A significant amount of leisure 
constraint literature has focused on the undergraduate experience, and based on the 
results of this study, it can be safe to say graduate students face similar intrapersonal 
leisure constraints.  
 Additionally, this study’s findings contradict some of the previous literature on 
intrapersonal leisure constraints. Previous literature suggested that age of the student was 
a constraint to their leisure activity. According to Spivey & Hirtz (2007), students older 
in age typically had lower participation patterns in physically active leisure. This was a 
direct contradiction of what was discussed in the study. When talking to the interviewees 
about their CRF participation, their levels of use increased as they aged. The older 
graduate students in the study discussed how using the CRF was important because of 
aging. Many of the interviewees talked about “growing up” and realized how CRF use 
was important for their physical health and wellbeing. In some cases, the interviewees 
didn’t start using the CRFs till they were a senior in undergrad or in their first couple 
years as a graduate student. The interviews conducted in this study shed light on how 




are considered the strongest in the HLCT, interpersonal and structural constraints were 
also significant factors of this study.  
Interpersonal leisure constraints. Interpersonal constraints are limitation or 
barriers faced by an individual because of relationships with other people (Flood & 
Parker, 2014).  Social components of CRF use can either make for a positive or negative 
experience.  
There are several interpersonal constraints that have been identified both in this 
study and literature. First, not having somebody to workout with was identified as an 
interpersonal constraint in both previous literature and this study. Throughout the 
interviews, it was noticeable that interviewees enjoyed talking about the memories they 
had with other people at the CRF compared to discussing ones when they went alone. 
The interviewees talked about how it was enjoyable to meet up with somebody at the 
CRF for either a workout or participating in an intramural game. When going with 
somebody else or a group to the CRF, they discussed how fun the experience was or how 
they kept them accountable to finish their entire workout. However, for the interviewees, 
not having somebody to accompany them to the CRF did not stop them from going. 
Previous literature suggests that if somebody does not have somebody go with them, they 
are more likely not to go at all (Shifman, 2012). Additionally, this study and previous 
literature confirm that social circles influence CRF use and patterns. Elkins and 
colleagues (2007) asserted that social components (i.e. friends, groups) influence overall 
participation at CRFs. This was seen throughout the study’s interviews.  A couple of the 
interviewees identified as avid intramural players; their teammates were a motivation for 




at the CRF and playing sports with them supported relationships, built friendships with 
others, provided an overall fun experience. The social aspect of what they choose to do at 
the CRF was a motivator to return each semester or year.  
When reviewing the transcripts of the interviews for this study, there was not any 
significant interpersonal constraint that had not been discussed in previous literature. This 
supports the conclusion that graduate students and undergraduate students share many 
constraints when using a CRF. However, there are still experiences by graduate students 
that contradict previous literature. According to Shifman’s (2012) study, students would 
choose inactivity over going to the CRF alone. Among the graduate students interviewed, 
none of them indicated that they would not use the CRF if they did not have somebody to 
go with. Not having somebody accompany them to the CRF was identified as a 
constraint. However, interviewees did indicate that when they were working out at the 
CRF alone, they were less likely to finish their entire workout or activity. From this 
study, it can be concluded that when graduate students go to the CRF alone, the quality or 
effort of the activity is affected.  
Structural leisure constraints. Structural constraints are external factors that 
exist due to environmental conditions the individual encounters (Mannel & Kleiber, 
1997). There were several structural constraints identified in previous literature that were 
supported by the current findings. Cho and Price (2016) identified time as the biggest 
structural leisure constraint and that was confirmed in this study. All of the interviewees 
discussed how their personal schedule and commitments constrained their use of CRFs. 
When it came to the interviewees prioritizing and balancing their schedule, use of the 




using the CRFs on campus, it was due to it being the easiest thing to reduce or remove 
from their schedule.  
Another structural constraint that supported previous literature was crowding at 
the CRFs. According to Flood and Parkerr (2014) crowding was a contributing factor that 
inhibited CRF use. Crowding contributed to lack of open space in the facility and the 
accessibility of specific workout equipment. All of the interviewees discussed how 
crowding in the CRF, limited equipment accessibility, and parking outside were a 
hinderance to their experience. From this study, crowding has been underscored in 
previous literature. According to the graduate students in the study, crowding contributed 
to a lesser quality experience and made it difficult to schedule time to use the CRF. 
Along with crowding, the location of the facilities proved to be a structural leisure 
constraint in the study. Previous literature suggested that location played a significant 
factor in participation in CRFs. Throughout the interviews, the graduate students 
discussed how the location of their housing made it challenging to make it to the CRFs, 
especially if they had to walk or use the buses. Lastly, cost of services was identified as a 
structural constraint in both previous literature and this study. In a study by Hoang and 
colleagues (2016), they found that college student’s financial statuses prevented them 
from purchasing programs and services at the CRFs on campus. A couple of the 
interviewees discussed how they were unable to afford personal trainer services or even 
other gym memberships in the community because of the cost. Many of them had to use 
the CRFs because they could not afford another membership in the community and the 




While there were not any additional structural leisure constraints identified in this 
study, there are some structural leisure constraints that demonstrate more power than 
alluded to in previous literature. Previous literature has discussed how academics, 
coursework, research, and work, are typically housed under the structural constraint of 
time. However, this study reveals how academics and work should become their own 
constraint categories. When interviewing the graduate student in the study, none of them 
explicitly said that time was a constraint – it always came in the form of academics, 
professional development, or assistantship obligations. The descriptor of time is too 
broad of a term to use as a descriptor of a constraint for any students. The interviews 
conducted in this study demonstrate a need for a stronger descriptor than time for leisure 
constraints.  
Lastly, the interviews did not show any contradictions between the study and 
previous literature related to structural constraints.  Structural leisure constraints 
discussed in the interview were identified and supported previous literature. As discussed 
previous, the only suggestion from this study is to reclassify what is meant by a time 
constraint.  
Practical Implications 
 One of the goals from this research is to find ways to improve the experience for 
graduate students at CRFs on campus. From this study, campus recreation professionals 
can use the information gleaned to make operational changes and programmatic decisions 
that target the graduate student population. Solutions include operational, targeted 
programming and engagement initiatives. Both offer long-term and short-term solutions 




 Operational changes. Campus recreation professionals could make operational 
changes to support graduate students and their CRF use. Many of the operational changes 
suggested here will also support other members who use the CRF. The first suggestion 
for campus recreation professionals to adjust is maximizing software to track “busy” 
times at the CRFs. Currently there is no resource for members to use to see how busy the 
CRFs are throughout the day. Providing an online resource to live-track the amount of 
users in the CRFs can help graduate students and members to plan for a better experience. 
For example, if a graduate student or member sees that it is consistently busy at 5:30PM, 
they could adjust their schedule to go at a less busy time. Another operational change that 
would alleviate the constraints encountered by graduate students is tracking equipment 
use. Surveying students and equipment use could help make better purchasing decisions. 
Catering equipment to the needs of the members in general will provide for a better 
experience. While operational changes are more costly and are long-term, they can 
provide for a better experience for all users.  
 Targeted programming. One way that campus recreation professionals can 
improve the CRF use experience for graduate students is to create programs specifically 
for graduate students. The programs could range from self-care/wellness to fitness 
oriented. A wellness program that would benefit graduate students is a cooking class that 
features “brain food” or “study snacks”. This wellness program could help graduate 
students prepare for a better study or research session. Along with wellness, there are 
opportunities to program fitness related activities. For example, creating intramural 
leagues that are specifically for graduate students. Having a graduate student only league 




before. Preparation for the graduate student league could include establishing the most 
convenient play times and hosting an information session on how to play the sport. This 
could hopefully mitigate scheduling conflicts and reduce the likelihood of feeling 
intimidated.  
 The study revealed that graduate students experience constraints due to academic 
commitments and their assistantship duties.  A programming opportunity that campus 
recreation professionals could support is providing quiet spaces. The quiet spaces could 
be a rented room in one of the CRFs that provides a distraction-free environment to work 
on academic or assistantship obligations. The rooms could be equipped with snacks, 
comfortable seating and any tech-related items needed for the session.  
 Lastly, a mobile wellness and fitness program could be a great programming idea 
which targets graduate students. Location was discussed as a constraint among the 
graduate students, so bringing the programming to them might be a solution. Graduate 
programs or classes could reach out to campus recreation departments to schedule a 
mobile wellness or fitness program. The program leaders could meet the group of 
graduate students at their desired location (i.e. classroom, research lab). The programs 
could mirror classes that are currently running at the CRF. The programs would hopefully 
mitigate the constraint the graduate students face and motivate them to go to the CRF to 
utilize other programs offered.  
Engagement Initiatives. Campus recreation professionals could help graduate 
students manage constraints by creating more engagement initiatives. Engaging with 
graduate students can provide information and resources to graduate students about CRFs 




CRFs during Graduate Student Appreciation Week. The events at the CRF can brining 
graduate students who are minimal or non-users into the facilities for a targeted 
experience. Hopefully the events hosted provide a positive experience for the graduate 
students and motivate them to come back or event find ways to negotiate any constraints 
they had about the CRFs. 
Finally, campus recreation professionals can engage with graduate students at 
their respective colleges. Info sessions and presentations about opportunities at the CRFs 
on campus could be enlightening for graduate students. Having student employees talk 
about their positive experiences at the CRF could be the motivation it takes for a non-user 
to use the CRF for the first time. Meeting graduate students at a preferred location (i.e. 
research lab, grad school office, and classroom) would make a more convenient 
experience for them. 
Conclusion 
 The findings of this study concluded that graduate students experienced 
intrapersonal, interpersonal and structural leisure constraints while using CRFs. 
Motivations for using the CRFs on campus included: Stress management and self-care, 
overall desire to be physically healthy, socializing and seeing friends, and achieving 
personal goals. Using CRFs to fill these needs provided a positive and enjoyable 
experience for the participants. However, the participants did encounter constraints that 
affected their overall leisure experience when using the CRFs. The constraints included: 
Location and parking, crowding, lack of knowledge and intimidation, and graduate 




their experiences, however, the motivations to participate outweighed the constraints 
encountered.  
Limitations of the Study 
 Relevant and useful information was obtained in this research study, however, 
there are several limitations to the study when interpreting data. The first limitation was 
time in the field. The interviews took place in a short span of time and that limited the 
opportunity to go more in-depth on the topics. Second, the size of the sample may have 
limited the data. Since the sample had nine interviewees from the same university, this 
data cannot be generalized to the broader graduate student population.  It is likely that 
other graduate students have had different experiences at the CRFs on campus. However, 
since the research is qualitative, generalizability was not its overarching goal. 
Additionally, there is a chance that during the interviews the participants did not want to 
fully disclose their feelings on the topic due to their comfort level.  
 Lastly, my background as a Pre-Professional Graduate Assistant at Campus 
Recreation may have influenced the interview process and the questions that were asked 
to the interviewees. During my interviews, it is possible that information may have been 
absent or overstated due to my interactions with the interviewees. As a qualitative 
researcher, it is possible that my own personal experiences may have played a role in the 
questions asked and interpretation of data. Throughout the study, I was aware of the 
potential influence my employment status, knowledge of the topic and prior experiences 
may have had on the analysis portion of this study. As a safeguard, I made sure to 
personally remind myself of personal biases during the interview progress. To combat 




prevent making assumptions about the data gathered. During the data analysis, member 
checks and peer debriefing were initiated to confirm that my interpretations were valid. 
Lastly, I worked with my advisor and committee members to make sure that my 
interview questions were addressing gaps in literature and not from my personal 
thoughts.  
Suggestions for Future Research 
Despite years of study on leisure constraints, there has been limited research on 
graduate students and the leisure constraints they face when using CRFs. Cooper and 
colleagues (2012) emphasize how researching leisure constraints of graduate students can 
be valuable to campus recreation professionals especially when designing and evaluating 
programs.    
I believe this work will provide contribution to the literature on leisure constraints 
and campus recreation participation, which is an area that has seen limited research in the 
field of Recreation, Sport and Tourism. This study is initiating the steps to look at how 
leisure constraints effect other populations than undergraduate students on a given 
campus. Additionally, this research can be used as a conversation piece for campus 
recreation professional and how they can serve specific student populations on campuses. 
Almost all of the existing literature on leisure constraints and campus recreation 
participation sole focuses on the undergraduate student population. Since there other 
types of students enrolled on campus (i.e. Master’s, Doctoral, Non-Traditional, 
International, Study-Abroad) research should address those populations as well. This 
information would greatly help scholars and campus recreation professionals who want to 




In addition to focusing on specific populations, future research should explore 
specific leisure constraints in-depth across various populations. For example, researchers 
could study solely interpersonal constraints across various populations (i.e. by age, 
student status, gender). Continuing research on leisure constraints will provide a better 
understanding of the barriers experienced and could facilitate an increase in CRF use and 
diversify its user base (Beggs et al., 2005; Beggs, Stitt & Elkins, 2004). 
Additionally, more research is needed on non-users of campus recreation services. 
Much of the previous literature focuses on populations who identify as regular users of 
campus recreation. Looking into the non-user population may unveil other constraints 
that have not been discussed or revealed.  
Finally, generating new knowledge in this area of research and sharing it with 
professionals in the field of campus recreation will help them provide better opportunities 
for its users. With the changing wants and needs of students in higher education, and 
especially within campus recreation, it is critical that campus recreation professionals 
have clear and full understanding of its users. I believe this will critical as we see 
research validating how much students benefit academically, physically, and holistically 
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APPENDIX B: INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
Individual Interview Protocol 
1. Please tell me a little about yourself (initiate conversation, establish rapport, and 
obtain basic information) 
a. Prompts: educational interest, family 
b. What do you do for fun? 
2. Can you describe your experience, if any, with the campus recreation centers on 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign? 
c. What recreation centers have you used on campus? Do you use other 
recreation centers in the Champaign-Urbana Area? 
d. What activities do you participate in when you use the rec center? 
e. Are the activities you participate in ones you have typically participated in 
before attending graduate school? 
3. What prompted you to start attending the recreation centers on campus?  
f. How did you hear about the program? 
g. What was your initial motivation? 
h. How long have you been attending? How regularly? With whom do you 
go with? 
i. What makes you want to come back? 
4. Do you experience barriers to using the recreation centers on campus? If yes, 
why? If no, why not?  
j. Can you think of any experiences you have had that have prevented you 
from using the rec centers on campus? 
k. What personal experiences have been barriers?  
l. What social experiences have been barriers? 
m. What environmental experiences have been barriers? 
5. How have these barriers differed from when you were an undergraduate? 
n. Which participation barriers are new? 
o. Which participation barriers are older? 
p. Can you think of any examples to illustrate differences between the new 
and old barriers? 
6. How is being a graduate student changed your physically active leisure activities? 
q. What priority does physically active leisure have since becoming a 
graduate student? 
r. What physically active leisure activities has been more difficult to 
participate in since becoming a graduate student? 
s. How does physically active leisure fit into your schedule?  




t. Can you think of any experiences you have had as a graduate student that 
would illustrate your answer? 
8. Do you have any other comments about any of the things we have talked about?  
 
 
Demographic Information (if not previously discussed): 
 Age__________________________________________ 
 Marital Status__________________________________ 




APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
University of Illinois at Urbana –Champaign  
Research Information and Consent for Participation in Social Behavioral Research 
 
Understanding Graduate Student’s Constraints to Engaging in Campus Recreation: A 
Case Study 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study.  Researchers are required to 
provide a consent form such as this one to tell you about the research, to explain that 
taking part is voluntary, to describe the risks and benefits of participation, and to help you 
to make an informed decision.  You should feel free to ask the researchers any questions 
you may have. 
 
Principal Investigator Name/Title:  Toni Liechty, Assistant Professor 
Department and Institution:   Department of Recreation, Sport and Tourism 
Address and Contact Information:  104 Huff Hall, 1206 South Fourth Street, 
Champaign, IL 
Email: tliechty@illinois.edu; Tel: (217) 300-0105 
 
Why am I being asked?     
 
You are being asked to be a subject in a research study about the experiences of graduate 
students and their barriers to campus recreation center use.  
 
You have been asked to participate in the research because you are a full-time graduate 
student at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) and are either a user or 
non-user of campus recreation facilities on campus.  
 
Your participation in this research is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to 
participate will not affect your current or future dealings with the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time 
without affecting that relationship.  
 
Approximately 10 to 15 subjects may be involved in this research at UIUC.  
 
What is the purpose of this research?    
 
The purpose of this study is to explore graduate students’ experiences of constraints they 
encounter when using campus recreation facilities and to identify elements of the 
experience which are barriers to participation.  
 
What procedures are involved?    
 
This research will be performed at a campus recreation center on UIUC campus or a 





You will need to come to the study site one time between December 2018 and May of 
2019. This visit will take about 30 to 45 minutes and will be audio-recorded. Audio-




What are the potential risks and discomforts? 
 
To the best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have no more risk of harm 
than you would experience in everyday life. However, a risk of this research is a loss of 
privacy (revealing to others that you are taking part in this study) or confidentiality 
(revealing information about you to others to whom you have not given permission to see 
this information). 
 
Are there benefits to taking part in the research?   
 
This study is not designed to benefit you directly.  This study is designed to learn more 
about the constraints graduate students face when attempting to use campus recreation 
centers on UIUC campus. The study results may be used to help other people in the 
future; however, the results will also be shared with the department of campus recreation 
and may be used to improve this specific program. 
 
What other options are there? 
 
You have the option to not participate in this study. 
 
Will my study-related information be kept confidential?  
Yes, but not always. In general, we will not tell anyone any information about you. When 
this research is discussed or published, no one will know that you were in the study.  
However, laws and university rules might require us to disclose information about you.  
For example, if required by laws or University Policy, study information which identifies 
you and the consent form signed by you may be seen or copied by the following people 
or groups:   
 The university committee and office that reviews and approves research studies, 
the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for Protection of Research 
Subjects; 
 University and state auditors, and Departments of the university responsible for 
oversight of research; 
 Federal government regulatory agencies such as the Office of Human Research 
Protections in the Department of Health and Human Services; 
 
When the results of the research are published or discussed in conferences, no 





What are the costs for participating in this research?    
 
There are no costs to you for participating in this research.  
 
Will I be reimbursed for any of my expenses or paid for my participation in this 
research? 
 
You will be offered $5 gift card for being in this study. 
 
You will receive $5 gift card for completing an interview.  You will receive your 
payment immediately at the time of the interview. 
Can I withdraw or be removed from the study?  
 
If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and discontinue 
participation at any time. The Researchers also have the right to stop your participation in 
this study without your consent if: 
 They believe it is in your best interests; 
 You were to object to any future changes that may be made in the study plan; 
 
Who should I contact if I have questions?  
 
Contact the researcher Dr. Toni Liechty at (217) 300-0105 or tliechty@illinois.edu: 
 if you have any questions about this study or your part in it,   
 if you have questions, concerns or complaints about the research. 
 
What are my rights as a research subject? 
  
If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or if you 
have any questions about your rights as a research subject, including questions, concerns, 
complaints, or to offer input, you may call the Office for the Protection of Research 
Subjects (OPRS) at 217-333-2670 or e-mail OPRS at irb@illinois.edu 
 
Remember:      
 
Your participation in this research is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to 
participate will not affect your current or future relations with the University.  If you 
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting that 
relationship. 
 
I have read (or someone has read to me) the above information.  I have been given an 
opportunity to ask questions and my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I 
agree to participate in this research.  I will be given a copy of this signed and dated form. 
 
 
           









           
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent   Date (must be same as 
subject’s) 
 
      












PARTICIPANTS WANTED FOR RESEARCH 
STUDY 
 
My name is Racheal Weiland and I am a graduate student in Recreation, Sport & 
Tourism at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. I am looking for 
participants for a research study related to barriers to using campus recreation 
facilities. 
 
Project: In this study we want to hear your thoughts on the constraints you 
encounter when using the campus recreation facilities at the University of Illinois 
at Urbana-Champaign. For example: can you describe your experience with the 
campus recreation centers? What keeps you coming back? What changes would 
you like to see? 
 
Procedure: Participation involves one individual interview (approximately 30 to 
45 minutes) that will occur at a time that is convenient for you and place of your 
choosing (e.g., Activities and Recreation Center, Campus Recreation Center 
East, coffee shop ).  
 
Requirements: You must be a full-time graduate student and either a user or a 
non-user of campus recreation facilities at UIUC. Audio recordings are required 
during the interview process and will be used for transcription purposes only. 
 
Compensation: To thank you for your time, you will receive a $5 gift card for 






If this describes you and you are interested in sharing your opinions 
and experiences, please contact me by phone by email at 
racheal2@illinois.edu   
 
 
